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substantiate a previous evaluation showing tc kzculeage increase but
greater favorablllty.,ln this study, rc sigrificant meeting effects.
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. county qovernnent ccntrgl of land tse plannlzg,‘less-favcrable toward
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. should be inv¥blved than the tontrol group, these differences were

shown to have existed even™efore the meetirg. Cnly cne fgctual item

Was 51gn1f1cantly different--meeting particirants were more like j to

kncw zoning could protect farm land. frce urkan develcpmert. Altbough
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Bvaluation of the Bigzct of Cooperatjve: Eitcntion Service -
. Edueational Programs on At

udes and Knowledge About Land Use Planning -

-

7 .

s -Diana' M, Danforth, David K._Hiller; Shirley Callaway, and Donald E. Voth
@ > ee . : . ’
= ‘tag "% ‘ Departmeht of Agricultural Economics and Rural Sociology ;
> Wz : . A ; :
zZ. %—2 g . University of Arkansas, Fayetteville :
é "_‘“:_; 5 Land use planning and manz;'gement of natural resources, has been a ‘ -
ez 5225 $ topic of interest in the United States during the past several years. S
23 24z % Some statel have addpted wide-scale land use plamning to address many -
22 Gzw 5 of the problems of conflicting demanda for land use which accompanied a
R S%L ¢ repid growth in population, technological developments, and the need of . ;
gé 23 * land for Increased agricyltural production. . Arkansas has no state land o
we ‘;Eg " use plan, There is authority for city and ‘county planning, but it has t 2
E FE€5 net often been exercised. - - . ot g » *r
. ' A Y H
Cigrwan Arkangas in recent years has had a rapidly growéng population,
§§§§§2 increased manufacturing development, and an expanding recreational-tourism
z :;§§§§c industry to compete for land uses with'the domidant one of agricultural
SEE 5;52;53 production. This makes the topic of land use planning of increastng
Zééé 5235555 importance to leaders in the state. .
£2EP gIisE:z ‘ ) N
gggg_;fgégié " The Arkansas Cooperative Extension Service has conducted land use )
gg;g g:g§§;§ planning .educational programs for léaders during the past few years.
=3§ 5352825 The education of county leaders in the organizational and operational
Cuz ng:ﬁgi_ procesges of land use planning is one of the primary objectives of these
? ;;;??;é programs. This objective was implemented by holding informational meet-
sdicr¥a

ings in several ,districts of the state to which county leaders in the
area were invited, Since, land use planning is relatively new to many
people in Arkamsag it is important that county leaders be accurately
informed and- aware of .the issues involved in land use plamning. It

is also important that they undérstand how land use plamnning programs
can be implemented to meet the nteds §§ area residents. These educat-'
lonal programs, then, have an important role in the disgemination of
information, so that leaders will be eff%Ftively and accurately informed.

An evaluatién of a Cooperative Extension Service land use planmning
educational meeting for leaders in one of the districts was. conducted

previpusly (Danforth and Voth, 1977) . That design consisted of a parti-.
cipant and a control group,

3 The participant group was ‘tested on their
attitudes and knowledge about

land use planning immediately following
the meeting, while thé control group wgs sent a questionnaire by mail.

Comparisons between the experimental and control groups found few sig-
nificant differemces. The differences found were in attitudes: and not
in kfiowledge. The major impact of the meeting seemed to be one of in- -
creasing favorability among participants toward langd use planning in
general, and toward regnl:}ion of agricu¥tural®land in particular,

ED153752

- ,

Another means of exploring the effect of Cooperative Extension .
Service land use planning educational efforts was employed in the analy- -
8{s of data collected in a 16 county survey of ‘attitudes boward land use .
planmning (Jackson, Danforth, Voth, angd Hudson, in preparation, 1978).

The percentage of the population in the 16 counties who were contacted
by Co?perativg Extension Service personnel régafding land use planning
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. - was correlated with the mean attgfuge in the coudties tdward several
’ . aspectg of land mse plamning. This set of analyses showed the extémt of

B To favorabi%!zy toward govermmental regulation of land, toward safety and
sanitation rpgulatiops,,and toward, governmental regulation to pretect
agricultural land, No relationship of Cooperative Extension Service

bducational effort to awareness of land use planning in the counties
was fgund, howeven, ' .

J&he results obtained'from these two very different data source® and
'+ typeg of analysig“zre quite similar. Both show no increage of knowledge
. Or awaremess of land uge planning assoc¢iated with Cooperative Extension
- Service educational efforts. Both do show, however, a positive relation-
"+« ship to attitudes. 1In esach set of analyses higher favorability toward
+ o land use plamning or govermment regulation of laq§ was found, as was

* a higher favorability .toward regulation of agricuitural land, < s
4
The implication of thess results vas‘discussed in thg previous
‘' publicatién (Danforth- and Voth, 1977). It was concluded thitr a more
positive attitude toward land use planning needed fo precede ‘the ac-
. “quisition of detailed information about it., The results also indicated,

however,, that leaders wanted the Cooperative Extension Service to take
an active role in land use planning education, and that factual infor-
mation about lgnd use plamning processes was wanted. That noc knowledge
increase occurred as a result of tnhé .program suggested, that the Cooper--

ative Extension Service should concentrate on this aspect of the pregransg,’ ;,

The present evaluation was cornducted to further analyze® the impact
of the Cooperative Extension Service educational land use planning pro-
gram, and to replicate results of the previous research., This design
is somewhat different from the one employed previously. Rather than
randos assignment to participant and control groups, which did not

# work well in practice (Danforth and Voth, 1977), two separate but
matched groupsg were chogen; rather thzn one testing per group, the
participant group was given both a pre and a post-test; and rather than
testing the participant groupYjmediacely following the meeting, the
test was given apﬁioximatgly two months following thﬁ meekting,

~

Based on previous results, one would expect, program participation tq‘
. result in more favorable attitudes'regsiding lan5 ugse planning issues,
Due to the nature of the program, one,mist also hypothesize an increase

in knowledge about aspects of land use planning, even though this result
was not found previously, -~ '

.

Design

Methodology f

-

( . . The quasi-experimental design provided for one gro&p which would ‘
attend a meeting on land use planning, and another matched group of -
equal size that did not attend. Bothr groups were selected by county

j Cooperative Extension Service agents. The control Broup was not sel-

- ected until after the program to be bvaluated had been conducted. At '
that time these personsmiere selected.to match as well as possible
those who had attended ‘the program! Characteristics considered for.
matching were community positdon, political office, occupation, etc.

o .
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, ’ Thus, there was no randgm selectfon, nor random assig&gggt to groups, L
i . . ,: \gl
. ] g : 't ’\

The group attending the meeting was given a questionnaire to be .

completed at the beginning of the meeting, A second.questicanaire was
- then developed and mailed to both groups after the meeting., Thus, the T A
degign provided for a pPre and post-test for the participant greup, and
. only one test fqr the control group, This is a slight variation of the
design that Campbell and Stanley (1963) refer to as the nQuegquivalent
> control group esign.. We decided.to use this design because the control T
, 8roitp was sedected after the participant group., ‘This procedure allowed .
us to select\a control group with similar characteristics to those of the t
participant ghoup, thus making the groups more comparable, )

n
3 .

) fSubjects ' . ’ . -

+
v

- -0f the adult leaders attending the meeting, 57 were included in the
' participant category of the research. The only criteria for selection
were that the participant had completed the pre-test questiomnaire and .
' that 2 mailing address was available, : .,

. -
- [N

The county Coeoperative Extension Service agents were then asked to,

review' the list of meeting participants from their.county, and prepare

a second list of county leaders to be used for control purposes. As

stated above, the control group subjects were matched with the partici-

. pants on Several characteristics. They were selected; when posgible, * . -

1 . in equal numbers from the same county as participants. These counties

! include Arkansas, Ashley, Bradley, Calhoun, Chicot, Cleveland, Dallas; .
Desha, Drew, Gramt, Jefferson, Lincoln, ke, and Pulasgki, -

Materials - , X . . .
. » . . - - ’.
- ’ The program.was evaluated by self administered questiomnaires. 1/ '
° - The pre-test questicnnaire wes designed t5 assess attitudes toward aspectg - *
of land use planning. The secend, or post-test questiommaite, included
not odly this, but also exsnined knowledge of present Arkansas land use
- pblicies, and obtained information about the demographic characteristics ‘
,of the_partfbipan;s, and the participapts' evalbation of the progranm. o
. The contents of the questions kere taken from the Cooperative Extension
"~ Service program meterials; land”use planaing. materials developed by the
ExXtension Committeée on Organization and Policy, plamning guidelines and
waterialg prepared by the University of Arkansds Division of Community
Affairs,Jana from a questionnaire désignad by the-staff -of the University .
. of Arkansas Department o Agricultural Economics and Rural Sociology to - -
- assess land use plamning attitudes in Arkansas. ’

1

10 e e RAhbarts

. . i
%

The attirudinal q&estions.measufgd/févo:ability toward land usge
planning in general, public versus ptivate rights in land use control,
presexvation and control pﬁ,agﬁiqultqgalfland, and preservation and

" consetrvation of the epvirdnment, The fadtual items related to Arkansas
land use poliéies,{ncluding some items which were assumed to be widely
known, and-others which were more technical in nature, -

. [ X

The guésti

s

Copies of \the qnes%i

aira format consisted of a brief ihstragpign page,
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7 11 attitudinal items wered ;n.a five-point Likert scale, 2 attitudinal g
] questions of the multiple choice type, 7 factual questions -answered as -
., true-false-don't lmow, ahd demographic questions., In addition, for those
attedding. the meeting, ratings of the program vere requested, Those
. . not attending the ‘meeting were asked shat iypes of information con-
< " cerning land use planning would be of interest to thems : ] I
. Procedure _— ' . . .
AT - The program to be evalupted was-armeeting sponsored by the Cooper~ - :

" ative Extension Service in conjuncrion with the University of Arkagsas ‘
- Department of Agricultural Economdcs and Rural Sociology, and the !
Division of Community Affairs of the University of Arkansas. The four

" hour meeting was held in Pine Bluff, Arkansas, on May 31, 1977,.beginning o
< at 4:90 P.M,, ..

- v
The first half of Eze meeting ‘consisted of a discussion E:f "Land A
Resources Today--What are the Issues" by a pamel of University of - s - .
Arkansas faculty ffoh the departwents of law and soctology. This was ~ . .
followed by an open discussion period, ‘NWéxt was asslide presentation ’

of ladd use planning issues which was 8ccompanieq by a prepared script. L.
This was follewed by a dinner. . . )

3
e o -

The gecond half of the meeting consisted of panel presentations by -
a group from Crittenden County, Arkansas, on the development and admin-
1stratfon of their county-wide land use planning progranm. B
' Pre~test questionnaires were distributed at the Eegim;ngbf the
meeting. 'Instructions were read by the. modérator and anonymity was
« assured. The completed questiomnaires gere then left on the tables to
be collected. Participants were informed of a follow-up questiomnaire
that would be mailed to them after the meeting.
' Om July, 25, 1977, wailing of this questionnaire w?as begun to both .
participants in the meeting and to the control group., To assure a .
high response rate from the mailed questiomnaire a series of follow-ups A
to the initial mailing was conducted from the University of Arkansas v
using a method developed by-James A. Christenson (1974), When the daily ) %
.. Tresponse rate dropped to less than one percent, a postcard reminder was
‘sent for all nmon-returned questiomnsires, When the daily response rate
again dropped to one percent, a second copy of the questiomnaire was

sent, This process was continued through a third registered maildng of .. .
the questiomnaire. Eighty-nine percent of the leadersg attending the 7
meeting responded to the mailing, while ninmety percent of the control
group responded, This data, along with the respective response rate . .
per county, is presented in Table 1, - N
. - . ‘ IR ,
Insert Table 1 abbut here - _—
: . - \ . ) . :
) L. . ’ Results ' . ' 5

First the control or nonsparticipant group was compared with the
experimental group (post-test) in attitudes and knowledge about land use :
' planning. Responses to 13 attitudinal items agd 7 factual items were ;

. . B
~
5 ¢
o, -
- -
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analyzed. \ There were a few gignifipant differences. 2/ The partici-
pant group was less favorable toward state government responsibility in
"deciding controls for the use of land, wore favorabe toward ¢ ty

. - govermment respimsibility, ‘and less likely to thigk np government level
should have responsibility (Table 2). On another attitudinal item there
was also a significant difference in inion; the participant group
Was wore favorable,than the control group toward controlling population .
growth in certain areas by limiting the number .of new houses built dt, !
by other teand (Table 3).” Respomses to only oné factual item show -
2 significant difference bétween the groups; the experimental group :

. was mpre likely than the control group to know that zoning can be uged
to protect: agricultural activities from urban development (Table &),

/ ,“ -

- o - Insert Tables 2, 3, and 4 about here N

v 14
4

Since each person in the contrpl.group had‘been chosen to match
2 person ‘in the experimental group, a second set of analyses was done
using the matched pairs. 3/ Similar results to the first analyses
7 .were obtained. ‘Significant differences were again found in opinions
' - about vhich. governmental level should have responsibility for deciding
controls on lan® use., The participants wére more likely than their .
matched controls to favor county government; and less likely to favor state
government or to think no government level should be invelved (Table 2.
The participants were also more likely to know that zoning can be used >
to’protect agricultural activities (Table 4)." The only difference in -
Tesults between the two sets of analyses was the lack: of a'difference
in opinion between the two matched groups on the question of controls
on population ‘growth, : il

.

.- . ’ - :
¢ Simple betwepn-group tests had shown no aignificant differences in
- several characteiist@cs of the control ‘and experimental groups, including
sex, land ownerships the use of their land, - age, and education. Thus, -
the f?o groups, as a whole, geenm fatrly‘éomparable; In order to assess
hovw comparable the matched persons in the two groups were, othér tests
were performed. Correlations of characteristics of the matched pergons -
were tested, as well as differences ih characteristics of the matched -
.persons. Ther~ was a significant correlation only of sex; and a sig-
nificant difference in the use of their land. : Thus, tﬁe,matching procedure,
" while it did obtain a group similar to the participants overall, was
B apparently-not very effective since pairwise tests are only more efficient:
. when there are co:rjﬂations in the paired valves, This suggests that ’
. ,the first set of analyses preserited, whic¢h did not take the matching into
‘account, is a better test of differences, That" similar attitudinal and
Cles knowledge differences were found when using tests with the matched pairs
- does, however, substantiate the results obtained. )
. s - . 4 &
£,. -+ 7 From these results it appears that participation in the ?ducational
. . . . ' A N ' . ) . .
A 2/ For attitudinal items a t-test for differences, in group means was
‘iyerfogmed.‘ Foy factual items Chi Squate tests of, significance were per~
formed, .
i 3/ All-tests of significance were performed using a t-test for .
Jmatched pairsg, - In these Fests, the "don't know" response to factual items -
i& ‘ug§:tgeated as a neutral, or midpoint categbry.' . : .
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- The nature of thig change, however, is highly specific 1in topic.- .

. ‘ -
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I

* .
- ~

meeting resulted in a small amount of attf.‘tu.dinal and knowledde .cHange,

A

~

. Another test was comducted, however, to see if there were any dif- -
ferences in attitudes of the participants before and after the meeting.
Factbial items had pot been asked .in the pre-tegt, so responses were not
available for ison. _There was 2 significant difference on two °'.
attitudinal items when responses before and after the meeting were
compared. However, these two items were not the same items on which
differences between the control and pacticipant groups had been found. -

' Therefore, these differences could not be concluded to be real effects
of meeting participation. This would ‘indicate no program effects. The »
result was"substantiated -when participant respounses to the pre-test - 4
Were compared with control group rasponses, There apparently were °

+ differences in opinion between the participant and comtrol groups even

' before the meeting. The experimental gtoup, before participating in the .
‘meeting, was less favorable than contrels. toward fedéral government

respongibility, more favorabie towsard county governsient, and less like;x_ .

*to think no goverpment level should be imvolved (Table 5). - These are .

essentially the same differences found when the. control group had been

& Compared to \the experimental fgroup after participatihg in the meeting, *

‘The obvious conclusion, then, is that there are easentially no effecty *
vhich cam besattributed to meeting participaticn, but that there vas
an element of selectivity as to who attended the meeting, .

*

, ) '. Insert ’r-af:l& 5 about here
’ - - 7

. -

The lack of a meeting effect might be partially. attributable to T
*the fact that the post=test .given to the participant group wis not
mailed until approximately two months after the oeeting., In such a
time span, the impact of the meseting might have lessened, Still, that
no differences which could be Artributed to the meeting were found after.
two months indicates the educational program did not have -any *on,g~ .
lasting effects. N ' k

One other design problem might also bp considéred. The control
Broup was tested at the game time as the participant post-tesk, rather
than at the time of the pre-test. Therefore, the control group could -
bave been in contact with the participant group following the veating,
effecting similar attitude changes. While this ‘possibility camnot be
discounted, it seems fairly unlikely, and it tan probably be. safély .
‘concluded that there were no meeting effects. 5 S -

- i - x ' *
’I’hegarticipancs wete asked directly whether they had ‘any thange in
attitude as a-result of the meeting, A majority said thed hgd not.
Thirty-efght percent said they hady However; when ‘asked :about which
topic’ their minds had changed,.only nire people who hdd. éompieted‘the
pre-test responded. When participant's answers hefore and after the
meeting were compared, there was some ¢ q}zg%in_,régfdn‘z;e om 8 of the
13 attitudinal items, However, the paptern of chahge mas not consistent
" from item to item, and there were so Aey cases that po conclusions
could be drawn, ' PR ‘ d
. R . . * PR .
Par ftipanf’s vere alzo asked- which topic ‘85 discussion in the !
‘meeting was most important to their needs or interests. Twenty-eight
of the 51 participants responded. There wag 3, yariety of #nswers,
: . - o ." o P
-, ] ‘ [ . ‘s .
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making many of them‘hard to categorize. Two general categories, how-

ever, made up the chfice of almost half of those responding. The ase

and protection of agricultural land and natural resources, such as timBer

‘and wilderness areas, was of most interest to 29 percent; 2nd the level -
of governient which should be responsible for land uge planhing, in-

cluding the role of county level plamning, was of most interest to 18’

‘. percent of respondents. , - A i%if
-n' " 'To further define what most interested the participants about the ‘hfzf?
meeting, ‘they were asked what part of the program gave them the most ' ‘fI?
" inf&rmation. It will be recalled that the meeting had three distinct ° R

‘sections: a discussion by university faculty about humanistic aspects L
of land uge planning issues; a slide presentation of land use plamning - 3
issues, and a discussion of the development and operation of a functioning

county planning‘board As can be seen in Table 6, a majority felt the l #
discussion of county planning to be most informatiwe, with the faculty -

, discussibn ‘of land use pliénning issues least inf tive. L ¥ .

Apparently, land use planning is considered an important topic . SRR

among couunty leaders, since over three-quarters of both the participant
and non-participant groups agrged it was an importagg,issue for discus- o

« sion in thelr counties. , i R

AY . # . .
Since the meeting did not appear to-produce any significant changes

in attitudes or kmowledge concerning land use planning, it is of interest

. to examine what type of lnformation is most degired by the leaders, and .
in what, forn. This question was asked of the control group, Table 7 -
shows the percentage interested in various types of information, and
Table 8 shows the percentage preferring different forms of communicating
the’inﬁo:matxon. The largest number wanted information on present land
use laws and policies in Arkansas, with a majority also wanbing infor-
mation on land use planning issues. A public meeting, ,such as that

.+ - evaluated, was not a particularly popular form from vhich to receive
hnformation. Instead, newsletters were mogt preferred; and having
information available at the Cooperative Extension Service offfce was .
the second most popular form of receiving land.use planning information.

-~ -

) i Insert Tables 6, 7, and 8 about here . )
v’ M . . ‘ ;

ScZ?a;y and Discussion
. . s ‘ ’
In this evaluation of 4 Cooperative Extension Service Iand use .

planning educat program, it was hypothesized that program partici-
pation 1d restlt in greater favorabilzty toward aspects of lind use . -]
planning, partigular toward land use planning as a process and toward .1

govermment regulation to protect agricyltugal land, An ifcrease in know-
ledge sbout land use planning processes was dlso hypothesized as a refult
’ of the meeting., However, no significaat “meeting effects were found.,
These results do not qubstantlate those of a prevtous evaluation,
vhere greater f£avorabilitV was found, but no knowledge increase. One
difference in design might partially account for the lack of efféct
~found in this evaluation. While the previous evalgation employed a
post-test for participants iumediately following the meeting; in the
present evaluation, participants were not questioned until approximately -
_two months after the meeting. During such a time interval any effects :

- ' | BN = . )
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forcement that facilitate the learfiing process. -
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of the program might have dissipated, This calls one to question the |
significant effects previously found. Since program effects were not
found after a time interval of only two months, they are certainly

not long-lasting enough to permit one to conclude any real effects

which can be attributed to the nmeeting. ¢« ¥specially noticeable is the
lack of effect on knowledge of participants in any evaluation.of Coopar-
ative Extedsiog Service land use planning<aducatioqﬁl program cenducted
in this research project. '

'
.
-
' >

Another qualification that should be taken into consideration in-
volves the battery of questions which were 'asked to measure attitudz and

"_knowledge change. The limits of rkspondent patience, particularly when

self-administered quéstionnaires are used, pre¢lude the use _of long,
detailed instruments. Consequently, there may be questions which could
have been asked where sigunificant program effects would have beén regis-~
tered, However, we do not ¥now what those Ques:ibns would be,ﬁ:nd the
questions usedfwere chosen quite-carefully to represent the popéntial
cutting edge of attitudes and knewledge to;?rd land use plannin°

Prom these and previous results we conclude that the Cooperative
Extension Service land use planning_ educational program hds minimal, °
if any, effects on its participant leaders' knowledge or attitudes.

While *significant efffcts can not be'concluded, both program

evaluations d a high interest among leaders in, the topic of land -
use planni oth evaluations also found that tmation about present
land use laws and policies was of most inter the leadérs. In

&

addition, these &valuations found that 'leaders wanted a,more active’
role for the Cooperative Extension Service in land use Qlanning educ~
ation than merely having the information available upon request®at the
office. MHewsletters seemed particularly popular/as a form of receiving
information. In both districts the program which was evaluated was .
essentially the same; and.in both cases the part of 5he program which
presented information on the actual development and operation of county
planning wmost 1nterested participants. Thus, leaders do appear to

want information on land use planning from the Cooperative Extension
Service. , ) - - .

2

does not appear to be effective in giving leaders the infor-

tion which thHey hgye’expressed an interest in. This should e one
question whether a public meeting is the best means for presenting such
information, or whether another form, such as a newSletter, might be
more effective. Also, one must question the meeting content or form.
While information on land pse issues seems to be of some interest to
the leaders, they consistenly prefer information on land use plamning
qQperational processes, and on current land -use polit¢ies. Perhaps
future efforts should be changed to include more of this type of infor-'
mation., Only if the leaders'undérstand how land use planning works, and
how it can be applied to their area, wil lapd uge planning education
have any practical-impertance, Perhaps same’ at;éntion should also be
‘given to the educational process itself to gee that the meetings are
more effective., One focus would be ghe systematic mechanisms of rein- -

mﬁén;ige‘ﬁo;perative Extension Service educational program on land use
planning

[
-~

Two_final pointe need to be made in conclusion. (1) Apparently
A - +

. , - - >
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- LY Selective participation plays an important role in the differences
° " found in the previous research. Not surprisingly, people who agree . -
- with what will be presented at the meetings--or- what they assuyme will be
) - presented at-'the meetings--attend and others do not, Thus the meetings - = -
’ ‘ change no one's mind, and really don't influence anyone very tmch, ‘They = -
may mérely’ reipforce Pre-existing views. (2) Negativé research results
-~ are by ‘row very common in evalyation of social and educational programsg-- , .
, to the point that’some have despaired of using expeérimental designs or
° any approximation of'experimental designs to evaluate programs and . have )
»  Bon€ to "softer" methods, There are many, things that go on in society, = S v
“ incIuding some within the fields of education and adult education, _
- which our conventiofal wisdom regards as eminently ugeful and effective,
¢ " but which empirical research evidence does wot support. Perhaps ‘the

recoguition of this fact makes another case of negative research results
| somewhat more tolerable, - )
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’ Among the Control and Participant Groups .
: - Total sample - Participant group Control grioup

& ) Total Percent Total Percent  .Jotal Percent

* County ‘contacted returned contacted returned contacted returned
Arkansas 8. 100,0 4 100.0 4 100.0
Ashley 12 83.3 , 6 83.3 6 .. 83.3
*+ Bradley ¢ 8 87.0. - 4 ., '75.0 4 . 100,0

_ Calhomn . - 6 83.0 4, " 75.0 2 100.0 .
" Chicot 6 66.6 . v . 66,6 3 66.6
' Cleveland : 8 100.0 ‘ 100.0 3. 100.0
v Dallas ;10 .90.0 5 100.0 .5 80.0
' Desha 6 . 100, 3 106,0 3 100.0
Drew ° 10 .0 5 7 1060 5 80.0
Grant 8 100.0 4 . 1000 4 100.0
Jefferson J4p 6 66.6 3 33.3 ° '3’ 100.0
Lincoln g B8.8 &, 75.0 5- 100.0
Lonoke 8 87.0 . A 100.0 " - & .*75.0
Pulaski 6,. 100.0 3 100.0 /4 100,0
e 111 89.0 57 - 87.7 54 90.0

o - ’ . ‘
"Table 2.- Tests of Differences Between the Control and Post-teat

-

Table 1, Response Rate per County to Mailed Queétionnaires

Participant Groups in Support for Govermment Levels to, "have

Responsibility in Deciding Controls on the Use 6f Land”

\ . LY - A
. ' - Percent suypport Group Matched pairs
Government Rarticipant ’Conngl comparison comparidon
level - group ' _group Lot df t df-
State - 26 4% 2,31 96 -2,29% 41
County . 76 © 40 =3.,89%* ' 96 4,58*% 41
None o, 1o 25 1.98% 96 -2,21%* 41
. N of cases ~ 50 48 " )
. - ' ¢ 1
* p<LL05 - Y
. Wk < 00L “ g
’ s
- -
. s )
- ! I *
- ’ d - ‘ 2 = -~
, / .
s 11 TN
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.o . :i ‘Table 3. , Test of Differences”Between the Control and - .- - . :
2 “/ . - ost-test Participant Groups in Support for "Controls _ N

$ .. on Population Growth in Certain Atreas by Limiting + =~ - .. "
s - © . the Number of New Houses Builf or by Other Means" - A
B . s hY 4 LY < i . - - ‘q. ?
. , ) ) , / - . . - N

. . . . ! .-
, - . +_.Zercentage distribution of responses, ~ N Group _
-, Stromgly = ® T Strongly . :_comparison s
Group 7 agree Afree Neutral Disagree disagree N Meana/ ¢ df -
y - PE—

* Control ' e. '29.2 -

. 3_ < 0'8 18.8 . 22.9 48 2.8 \‘-2.0}* :91.22 .0'
.. . Participant 6.3. 52,1 18.8 , 2

12.5  10.4 4843."3*

- % p<,05 ’, A . et S \
. a/ Means are based on a ré-s'gonse .scale where l=strongly disagree and A
. " Ssgtrongly agree. . \ ' R
e .. , . v, . L N - ‘/&.
. ' ﬁ, a . . .. P ] -;\ ]
. Tab]ie 4, Tests of ‘Difference& Between' the Control and Post-tes®% e o
v . Participant Groups in the Knowledge that "Zoning can be.. ?

used to Protect Agricultural Activities from Uz-ban‘:Degelopment“ . :

. -

d
3
)

.a " Percentage disfribution. " Group Matched pairs
.o . of responses: - ° comparison comparison
. +.Group - True False Don't know N Chi Square df Mean a/ € = ¢ df _
> ; ; i y )

[

- loptrol ' 58,7 -1

’ 4 -
: 21.7 . 46 7.77x 2,41 2.73%% 40
;o Participant 84.0 '

5.2 50 - . <018

* p< .05, ) L SRS I .
*'p< 01 ' _ ‘ . . . .
. a/ Means are based on a response scale where l=true, O=don't know, ¥ :
. and ~l=false. o . ° / '
\ F'3 S - . .

O Oy

I9.
6'

.

.
A . - - -1 e

‘Table 5. Test of Differences Between tﬁg Control and Pre-fest
Participan ups in Support for Government Levels td "have .
Responsibility in; Deciding Controls on the Uge of Land"
N re N v N *
‘l ¢ . Pd : , ' -0 L, -0 -' , A
S ) -Percent support .. Group )
s 'quermpeﬁt ’ Control Participart » * comparison ® .
' level ~ group | protp . t ° -df e

f 2 Vel e . s ~ @
Federal P . 23 . 8 1,94 ~ . 85
County  ~, . ' -+ 40 - 79 . 0 T
None : — Y 25 < ‘8 .~ 2,16% . 85 ° .

<
s - 1 . .

N of cases o 48 39. - ' .

! - . . N " . . . - .
‘ *lp<:05 C N : - . s T
Lok p 001 oo - o oo
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£ - Table 6. Percentaée -of .the Partici.pant: Groulp s o

~ c Preferring Different Sections of the Meeting

. Meetln& sectzon Percentage distribution of regponses ) 4

LI S ~ .
. Faculpy di‘scussfon . .- . 17 ’ ®
S§lide presentation . * 30
- Cointy planning experiences 52
. o ) o - . 'l %
. R of cases s 46 . :
. < ! . o o v
é ‘ -
v ; . Table 7. . Percentages of r.he Control Group Expressing
’ . '_ Interest in Different Types of Latid, Use 'Plannm,g Information
Information, type - Percertage ,
~
. Present land use laws -and polic:f.es in Arkansas . - 83 . N
, Land use planning igsues . : , 70

Where to obtain spegialized informatlgn and help ’

w .y‘,'s.
e : with land use p ing - 49 %‘5 ’
’ Pregsent land use laws and policies in other stites 34 . -
. N of cases . ' i 47 B
- - * - ~ -
& * N
. Table 8. Percentages of the Control Group Expressing , {
- JInterest .in Different Forms of Land Use Planning Information
. . . . A L L
Idformation form , Percentage . A
. <. N
Newsletter .. 67 i
Information upon request =zt office . 56
Public meeting - ] - ) -, 38 .
. Television programs 18
N of cases. ‘ 45 ~
! i L . w\ . -




